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Before the
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

Washirgton, D.C. 20554

In the Matter of )

)
Kurtis J. Kintzel, Keanan Kintzel, and all ) EB Docket No. 07-197
Entities by which they do business before the ) a
Federal Communications Commission ) ;

) :
Resellers of Telecommunications Services ) FILED/ACCEPTED

- | ) NV 1 4 2007

To: Presiding Officer, Richard L. Sippel ) Federal Communications Commission
(Chief ALJ) )

Ofice of the Searetary

ANSWERS TO ENFORCEMENT BUREAU’S REQUEST FOR ADMISSION OF FACTS
AND GENUINENESS OF DOCUMENTS TO KURTIS J. KINTZEL

The party, by his undersigned counsel, hereby answers the Request for Admissions and
Genuineness of Documents propounded by the Enforcement Bureau as follows: |

a. The information supplied in these Answers is true to the best of the pérty’s
knowledge, information, and belief;

b. The word usage and sentence structure may be those of the attorney who in fact
prepared theée Answers and does not purport to be that of the executing party; and

C. Discovery is not complete; the party reserves the right to supplement its Answers

|
'

if additional information comes to its attention.

Answers




L “BOI entered into a consent decree with the Commission dated on or ;about
February 13, 2004 (the “Consent Decree™) in connection with a proceeding under EB Docket No.
93—85 R |

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justity
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper.
The question should be directed to the corpdration.

2. “The Companies are signatories to the Colnsent Decree.”

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kiﬁtzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the queétion proper.
The question should be directed to the corporatioﬁ. I

3. “You are BOI’s Chairman of the Board.”

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kihtzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation.

4. “You have been Chairman of the Board of BOI during the period Febﬁm 11,
2004 through the present.”

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper.

The question should be directed to the corporation.




% “Youare BOTS president.” ‘

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that wouldli justify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation. |

6. “You have been BOI's president during the period February 11, 2004 through the
present.”

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kiintzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would Justify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the queétion proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation. |

7. “You hold a 72 percent equity interest in BOI.”

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kiﬁtzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation.

8. “You have held a majority equity interest in BOI during the period February :1 1,
2004 through the present.” ' ’ .

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper.

The question should be directed to the corporation.

9. “Keanan Kintzel is BOI's Secretary/Treasurer.”




Angwer: Objaction: the quastion 1¢ tmptoper because directed to Rurtis J. Kintzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that wouldE justify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the queistion proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation. |

10.  “Keanan Kintzel has been BOI’s Secretary/Treasurer during the peri(;d February
11, 2004 through the present.” | ‘

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would}ustify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise maké the question proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation.

11.  “Keanan Kintzel is a director of BOL”

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kiﬁtzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would J ustify
| piercing the corporate veil under’existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation.

12.  “Keanan Kintzel has been a director of BOI during the period February 11, 2004
through the present.” W ‘

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the quesﬁon proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation.

13.  “Keanan Kintzel holds a 26 percent equity interest in BOL”




A}

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Ki:ntzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the queétion propet.
The question should be directed to the corporation. |

14.  “Keanan Kintzel has held a minority equity interest in BOI from Febfua.ry 11,
2004 through the present.”

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Ki;ntzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that wouldjustify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the que;tion proper.

The question should be directed to the corporation.

t

15.  “You are Buzz’s Chairman of the Board.”

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kiﬁtzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the queétion proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation.

16.  “You have been Chairman of the Board of Buzz Telecom from February 11, 2004
through the present.” |

Answer: | Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Ki;ltzel
’ individgally, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the questién propet.
The question should be directed to the corporation.

17.  “You have been President of Buzz during the period February 11, 2004 through

the present.”
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Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the qué$tidn proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation.

18.  “You hold a 72 percent equity interest in Buzz.”

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would ijustify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the queétion proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation. '

19.  “You have held a majority équity interest in Buzz from February 11, iOO4

through the present.”

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the ques:,tion proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation.

20.  “Keanan Kintzel is Buzz’s Secretary.”

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintiel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper.

~ The question should be directed to the corporation.

21.  “Keanan Kintzel has been Secretary of Buzz Telecom from February 11, 2004

through the present.”




[} ] '
'Answer: Objechon; ﬂle questl'on 1.s {mproper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would; justify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the queétion proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation. ’

22.  “Keanan Kintzel is a director of Buzz.”

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not' allege any facts that wouldijustify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the queétion proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation. ‘

23.  “Keanan Kintzel holds a 26 percent equity interest in Buzz.”

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would Sustify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would other\’Nise make the question proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation.

24. “Keanan Kintzel has held a minority equity interest in Buzz from Feb;'ugiry 11,
2004 through the present.”

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify
piercing the corporate ‘veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the ques,:tion proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation.

25.  “You are a director of Avatar.”

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify




piercing the corporate veil under existing Yaw, ot el would ofherwise make fhe qnésix O PIOPEY.
The question should be directed to the corporation. -

26.  “You have been a director of Avatar during the period February 11, 21004 through
the present.” |

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that wouldE justify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the queétion proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation. [

27.  “You hold a 72 percent equity interest in Avatar.”

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would ﬁustify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the quesition proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation. ‘

28.  “You have held a majority equity interest in Avatar from February 1 1; 2004
through the present.”

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would j'ustify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the quesltion proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation.

29.  “Keanan Kintzel is a director of Avatar.”

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kiﬁtzel

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allége any facts that would justify




piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the queistion proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation.

30.  “Keanan Kintzel has been a director of Avatar during the period Febréuary 11,
2004 through the present.”

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kiﬁtzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify |

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper.

The question should be directed to the corporation.

31.  “Keanan Kintzel holds a 26 percent equity interest in Avatar.”

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. KiEntzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the ques:tion proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation.

32.  “Keanan Kintzel has held a minority equity interest in Avatar from Feibr'uary .l 1,
2004 through the present.”

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel .
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation. I

33.  “Youand Keanan Kintzel are brothers.”

Answer: Objection; the question is irrelevant. The Order to Show Cause does not allege
any facts that would justify piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would

otherwise make the question proper.




D4 “You are responsible for ovetseeing the financial management ofBOEI. »

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kiéntzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would% justify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the queétion proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation.

35.  “You have been responsible for overseeing the financial managemenﬁ of BOI
during the period February 11, 2004 through the present.”

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kifntzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that wouldﬁustify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the queétion proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation.

36.  “Keanan Kintzel is responsible for overseeing the day-to-day activities of BOL.”

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Ki:ptzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not gllege any facts that would 3ustify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the queétion proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation.

37.  “Keanan Kinzel has been responsible for overseeing the day-to-day ac:tivities of
BOI during the period February 11, 2004 through November 2006.” |

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kit:xtzel
individually, although the Oljder to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the ques:tion proper.

The question should be directed to the corporation.
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38+ “Keanan Kintzel has been responsible for overse;aing the day-to-day éctiviﬁeslof
BOI during the period December 2006 thiough the present. You are responsible for Ioverseeing
the financial management of Buzz.”

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would;justify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the quezstion proper.
The question should be direcfed to the corporation. i

39. “You are responsible for overseeing the financial management of Buzzz.”

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kihtzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would _] ustify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the ques;,tion proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation.

40.  “You have been responsible for overseeing the financial managementéof‘Buzz
during the period February 11, 2004 through the present.” ‘

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts Fhat would justify
piercing the‘ corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the ques:tion proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation. |

41.  “You are responsible for overseeing the regulatory compliance of BOI;.”

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kifltzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper.

The question should be directed to the corporation.

11




42.  “You have been responsible for overseeing the regulatory compliancei: of BOI
during the period February 11, 2004 through the present.” ‘

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that wouldf justify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, ‘or that would otherwise make the quegtion proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation.

43.  “You are responsible for ovetrseeing the regulatory compliance of BuZz.”

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kiiltzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the quesltion proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation. |

44.  “You have been responsible for overseeing the regulatory compliance: of Buzz
during the period February 11, 2004 through the present.” |

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kiiitzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper.
The question' should be directed to the corporation.

45.  “Keanan Kintzel is responsible for overseeing the day-to-day activities of Buzz.”

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kilitzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the ques:tion proper.

The question should be directed to the corporation.

12
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piorsing the cotporais Vi) under existing Yaw, or that would ofherwise make the question proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation. ‘ |

50.  “Attachment A is a true and accurate copy of the Consent Decree.”

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. K{ntzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would;justify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the que%stion propet.
The question should be directed to the corporation.

51.  “The signature that. éppears on Attachment A on behalf of Business intions, Inc.,
U.S. Bell, Inc./Link Technologies, Buzz Telecom Corporation and Avatar Enterpriseis, Inc.
belongs to You.” I

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kiintzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the queétiqn proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation. |

52.  “You had authority to sign the document appearing in Attachment A on behalf of
BOL US Bell, Buzz and Avatar.”

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation.

53.  “Youhad authority to sign the document that appears as Attachment A on behalf

of the Companies.”
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Answer, Qbjsshion; e question is improper becanse directed to Kurtis J. Kintze)
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would, justify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the queétion proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation. |

54.  “Attachment B is a true and accurate copy of a letter, dated Decembei 20, 2006
from Trent B. Harkrader, Deputy Chief, Investigations & Hearings Division, Enforcé:ment
Bureau, Federal Communications Commission, to Kurtis J. Kintzel, Business Optioris, Inc.”

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintiel .
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would:justify
piercing the corporate veil i_mder existing law, or that would otherwise make the que;tion propei.
The question should be directed to the corporation. | |

SS. “BOI received a copy of Attachment B on or about December 20, 2006.”

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would _iustify
pierciilg the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation. !

56. f‘Attachment C is a true and accurate copy of BOI’s response, dated Janliary 17,
2007, to the LOI (Attachment B hereto), without attached documents.”

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kiiiltzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would _iustify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper..

The question should be directed to the corporation.

15
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51, “One or more officers of BOI personally prepared the document Wbicib s

appended hereto as Attachment C.” .

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kiintzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the queétion proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation.

58.  “One or more officers of BOI personally reviewed the document whiéh is
appended hefeto as Attachment C for truthfulness, completeness, and correctness before it was
filed with the Commission.”

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Ki%ntzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the queétion proper.
The question should be directed to the corpo¥ation.

59.  “Attachment D is a true and accurate copy of the declaration of Kurtls Kintzel
dated February 9, 2007.” f

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kiﬁtzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify :
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the‘ question proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation. ‘

60.  “One or more officers of BOI personally prepared the document which is
appended hereto as Attachment D.” (

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify

16




plercing the corporate veil under existing Jaw, or that would otherwise make the question proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation. |

61.  “One or more officers of BOI personally reviewed the document whiéh is
appended hereto as Attachment D for truthfulness, completeness, and correctness before it was
filed with the Commission.” K

Answer: Objection; the question is improper bécause directed to Kurtis J. Kiintzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege an& facts that would justify
pielrcing the corpora;ce veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation.

62.  “The signature that appears on Attachment D belongs to you.”

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would g’ustify-
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the que;tion proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation.

- 63.  “Atthe time you signed Attachment D, you were the Chief Executive EOfﬁcey of

BOL”

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the ques;tion proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation. | |

64.  “Atthe time you signed Attachment D, you were the Chief Executive bﬂicer of

Buzz.”
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Atgwer: Objection; the quesﬁ'on is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would;justify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the queétion proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation.

65.  “Atthe time you signed Attachment IID, Buzz was an affiliate of BOI.’;’

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that wouldjustify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the ques;tion proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation. ’

66.  “At the time you signed Attachment D, Buzz shared common owners];ip with
BOL”

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the queétion proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation.

67.  “Attachment E is a true and accurate copy of an e-mail, dated January 30, 2007
from Brian M. Hendricks, Attorney Advisor, Investigations & Hearings Division, Enforcement
Bureau, Federal Communications Commission, to You, excluding attachments.”

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel
individually, althdugh the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify |
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper.

The question should be directed to the corporation.

68.  “Youreceived a copy of Attachment E on or about January 30, 2007.”




- Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the queétién proper.

The question should be directed to the corporation.
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SWORN STATEMENT

i

1 hereby declare under penalty of perjury that the information supplied in the fofregoing
Answets is true to the best of my knowledge, information, and belief. The word choicé and
sentence structure may be those of the attorney and does not purport to be that of the e;cecuting
parties. Discovery is not complete; the parties reserve the right to supplement their Answers if

additional information comes to their attention.

(e Prde lgfigfv?

Catherine Park, Esq. (DC Bar # 492812)
The Law Office of Catherine Park

2300 M Street, NW, Suite 800
Washington, D.C. 20037

Phone: (202) 973-6479




Certificate of Service

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing was sent for filing on
this 14 day of November 2007, by hand delivery, to the followmg

Marlene H. Dortch

Secretary -
Federal Communications Commission f
236 Massachusetts Avenue, NE

Suite 110

Washington, D.C. 20002

And served by U.S. Mail, First Class, on the following:

Richard L. Sippel, Chief Administrative Law Judge
Federal Communications Commission

445 12" Street, SW, Room 1-C861

Washington, D.C. 20554

Hillary DeNigro, Chief

Michele Levy Berlove, Attorney

Investigations & Hearings Division, Enforcement Bureau
Federal Communications Commission

445 12" Street, SW, Room 4-C330

Washington, D.C. 20554

Cotroimurk

Catherine Park




